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Abstract
Studies related to the management of c]asérobm behavior, are
reviewed. Descriptions are provided for four lines of inquiry in the
literature: interaction analysis, ecological nesedrch, applied
behavior analysis, and process-product correlational research. The
findjngs of research on both immediate and long-term variables are
presented and evaluated. TImplications of the review for practice and

] S
research are discussed. ’ .
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~Classroom Behavior Management: A Review of the Literature

In receﬁt years, public attention has focused on the problem of
ciaséroom mishehavior in the schools. "In a 1970 Gallup poll, 18% of
tﬁe respondents listed "lack of discipline” as the major problem
confronting the public schools; a similar survey in i981 showed 36% of
the respondents :listing discipline—reiated préblems as their major
concern (Gallup, 1970, 1981). These increasing concerns are not
unfounded: thg;Nationa} Institute of Educétion (1979) reported that,
during>the 1978-79 school year, one of every éO public schdo] teachers
in urban areas reported haying, been physically attacked -on school
property, a 57% increaée over the previous year. Fully one-fourth of
the teachers reported having had property damaged or sto]en._.Fear of
physical attacks or vanda]iém mayv well Jlead to increased teacher
burnout and a higher turnover rate among teachers (McGuire, 1979).

Classroom behavior also has been shown to be related to student
academic achievement. In a review of _the Titerature predicting
academic achievement from classroom behavior, Hoge and Luce (1979)
concluded that positive relations between measures of pupil attention
and pup{1 performancex consistently were fodnd, while ,Qenera]ly
negative relations appeared between measures of inattention and
achievement. Other misbehaviors have been found to be reiated to
academic pérformance Aas well, particularly for Jlower achieving
students. Soli and Devine (1976) reported that negative correlations
between "not attending" and academic achievement were strongest for
low achieving students, and a variety of negat%ve hehaviors such as

"looking around" or "playing with peers when such play was prohibited"
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also cofrelated negatively with achievement for thesé students. Such
findings have been replicated on a classroom wide basis--classrooms
with overa]i lower achievement had higher rates of management problems

(Good & Grouws , 1977)-—and even on a school wide basis. In a study of

184 high school classrooms in the Chicage Public Schools, Frederick

(1977) found that students in high-achieving schools were on task 92%
of the time, Ss opposed to 70% and 84% for low-achieving schools.

Greaters understandiné of the causes and nature of behavior
problems hasﬁ evblved over the years. Reflecting a belief that
emotional diéturbance was a personality disorder resiaing within the
individual, treatment of behavior disofdered children in the 1950's
most often was associated with inpatient psychiatric ' services
(Resmierski, Knoblock, & Bloom, 1982) or psychodynamic counseling
tethniques (Redl, 1959). In the past 20 years, however, research and
practice have begun to focus on the role of the environment in shaping
and maintafning behavior dfsorders (Patterson, McNeal, Hawkins, &
Phelps, 1967). \

With this shift in understanding has come a shift in research
emphasis and methodology.  Research has = begun to focus less on
intrinsic teacher characteristics (such as "warmth" or "directedness")
and more on what Bloom (1980) calls "alterable variables." As he
states in a comprehensive review of the factors influencing learning:

We believe that it is the teaching and not the teacher that

is central, and it is the environment for learning in the

classroom, rather than the physical characteristics of the

class and classroom,  that is important for school learning.
(8loom, 1976, p. 109)

It is only relatively recently that the study of teacher effects

‘on student behavior has been carried out using actual classroom

7
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3
observation. Of 10,000 published studies on teacher effectiveness,
\Dunkin and Biddle (1974) estimated that only 500 measured teacher
effects directly, through observation. Much. of the early research
used principal and scudent ratings of teacher effect{veness, and often
utilized concepts or cétegories so broad as to be of little specific
research véiue (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974). '

In recent years, research has .begun to focus on obsecvation of
specific teacher behaviors and the relation of these to student
outcomes. This research consistently has isolated a number of
important teacher behaviors thac correlate with academic achiéveﬁent
or appropriate classroom behavior (Stevens & Rosenscine, 1981). Four
distinct 1lines of inquiry can be identified in this literature:
inferaction analysis, springing from the work of Flanders (1970);
ecological research, based on the writings of Kounin (1970); applied
behavior acaiysis, employing the concepts of operant psychology in the
classroom (Skinner, 1953, 1968); and process-pcoduct correlational
research, derived from the teacher effectiveness literature, but

-'movihg beyond it to actual classroom observation (Rosenshine, 1976).
Before reviewing the findings of: these four lines of inquiry, the
defining characteristics of eéch are delineated.

Research Approaches

Interaction Analysis

In the late sixties and early seventies, a sizeable body of'

studies was undertaken using the approach that has come to be known as
interaction analysis.  Based upon both the ideas of "progressive

education" in general'(Dunkin & Biddle, 1974) and the work of Flanders

8



4
(1970) in particular, interaction analysis.stressed the importance of
an "indirect" teaching style, open-ended questions, student-diracted
learning, and the "warmth" of the teacher. The instrument used for
obseryation was_most often a coding system that included categories
such as "teacher talk-accepts feé]ings" or "student talk-initiation";
a large number of such instrumenté were generated (Simon. & Boyer,
1974). —Despife the large body of data generated, few if any
consistent findings emerged from this research that coﬁ]d be used to
guide teaching (Travers, 1978). In an extensive review of the
‘interaction analysis, or "classroom climate," literature, Dunkin and
Biddle (1974, pp. 93-146) found that claims for both teacher
"indirectness" and teacher "warmth" were unsupported by student
outcome data. They concluded:

As is true for many educators, both of the authors -were

introduced to the Commitment of progressive education and

its associated ideologies ‘at an early age, and it gives us

not a little anguish to find faults in research that

represents this commitment. Nevertheless, much of this

research appears flawed. (p. 131)
‘In fact, recent research has tended to contradict the claims‘made by
interaction analysis for an "indirect" teaching style, finding that a
"direct" teaching style is more likely to correlate witﬁ. student

achievement gains (Evertson, Anderson, Anderson, & Brophy, 1980; Good,

Sikes, & Brophy,. 1973).

Ecological Résearch
The work of Kounin also haS'sbarked a number of observational
studies concerning teacher effects. In a summary of 15 years of

rasearch, Kounin (1970) postulated a number of "teacher variables as



5
important in the management of student behavior. Among fhese were
such concepts as "withitness" (the teacher's ability to communicate to
students tha£ she/he knows what is going on), "overlapping" (the
ability to deal with two matters at thé same time), smoothness of
transitions, and momentum.

Although kounin reported a positive relationship between theie
teacher behaviors and student outcomeé in his 1970 stqdy, attempts to
replicate his findings often have led to weak or contradictdry
results. While Kounin reported strong'positjve correlations between
"withitness" and "overlapping," and student freedom from deviancy and
work involvement, Irving and Martin (1982) found the same variables to’
be negatively correlated with appropriate classroom behavior. Where
posifive'resu1ts have been found between the original ;ariab1es and
studeﬁt behavjor, they typically have been weak (Brophy & Evertson,
1976), or based on qustionab]e research methodology-~-the strong
correlations reported by Arlin (1979) between teacher transitions and
student misbehavior.were based solely on a statistical analysis of his
own observations. | |

Some of Kounin's ideas have been tested experimentally, with some
positive results. Borg and Ascione (1982) trained teachers in the
Utah State University Classroom Management Program and found
sigﬁ%%iéant differences between experimental and control students iin
minutes on tésk and in the number of mildly and seriously deviant

behaviors. Still, management techniques utilized by'the Utah State

teachers inc]uded a numher of concepts bhased on operant methddo1ogy,

I

such as differential reinforcement of other behavior. Earlier studies

. | 10
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utilizing only Kounin-type variables yielded no significant results

* (Borg, Langer, & Wilson, 1975).

+ Part of the failure of these variables to produce consistent

effects miz/be due to their original conceptualization. The variables

vorigina]fy described by Kounin--"dangles," "thrusts," "f]ip-fiops,"

"valénce and challenge arousal"--tend to be both;abstruse in their
naming, and somewhat abstract in their definitidn (Arlin, 1979). Some
include two or more distinct teacher behaviors in one definition.
Thus;\ Kouhin's/ failure to define his constrpcts cleér]y and
operqtional1y may in part account for the lack of consistent research
results. | -

Nevertheless, research stemming from these original variables has

contributed to an understanding of which teacher behaviors rf;i}t in

more effective teaching. Attempts have been made to operatfonalize

~and refine Kounin's original ﬁoncepts (Borg & Ascione, 1982). When

transformed from broad categories into specffiﬁiand discrete behavior
codes--from "withitness" to ‘"teacher stops 'dfsruptive behavior
quickiy"--positjve correlations have been found between teacher and
student , behavior (Evertson & Emmer, 1982). * Thus, although Kounin's
overall conceptual scheme has proven inadequate, many results tend to
support hisApredictionS-regarding specific teacher behaviori

Applied Behavior Analysis

-

One of the more consistent and fruitful research efforts in the
observation of classroom behavior has begf the body of literature
comprising appl%ed behavior analysis. Dra ingAupon the findings of

operant psychology (Skinner, 1953), researchers in this tradition tend

~.
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7
to seek the causes of behavior problems noé in fndfvidual personality
variables,: but in the inte%action - between * the <child and the
environment. ’The methodo{ogy thus relies heavily on observation, and
consequently has focused on preci;g definitioﬁ of behavior and on the
reliability and validity -of observational‘assessment devices- (Haynes,
1978).

Behavioral studies were possibly the first to show eiperiﬁéntalf}
that teacher behavior’ could be shaping and maintaining studgnt
imis'lbehavior*. Thomas, Becker, and Armstrong--(1968), systematicatly
imgnipulating rates of_té;cher approval and disapproval, showed that
changes iﬁ's%udent disruptive behavior covaried systematically with
changes in teacher behavior. Résearchers applying the'coﬁceptsAdf«
operant psychology have su;cessfd]lyﬂ’éhown such 1iﬁks betwéen thei‘
environment and individual behavior ih/a variety of settings with both
handicapped and regular classroom subjects (Kazdin, 1981).

The research model used in behaVioh analysié has generated some
controversy. Based on single-subject research design (Sidméh, 1960),
the mddel seeks td control variability, not through large samples and
statistical analysis, but through careful'definitioh of the variables
to be qpserved, combined with within-subjéEt resgarch designs, such as
reversal or mulfiple-baéeline designs. While ;bme have criticized
single-subject research on the'grounds that such small sample size
tends to limit generalizability of th: findings, defenders have argued
that the design in fact allows for better control of relevant

variabies and can detect causal relations better than correlational

rasearch with larger sample sizes (Johnston & Pennypacker, 1980).



Management variables drawn\ from the behavior analytic literature

ot " ;

havg ‘proven to be important in the control of classroom behavior.
: -an, \

.Reese, Murphy, and Filipczak (1981) established three classrooms for

-

students with behavioral or academic problems in a 1afge'ufban junior
high schooi, based‘on‘token reinforceéent principles. At the end of
the program, the expgriméntaT students had.significantly higher grade-
point, averages, better atrendahce,tgﬁd a lower rate of suspension than
controll'étudehts' not ‘in the"prqgrém. In a four-year follow-up of

multi-suspended junior-high s*:dents enrolled in a behavior management

.program,'SaféF; Heatén, and Parker (198}) reported encburqging results

‘conﬁerning the géneraiizability of such treatment.' Once :in high

school, the experimental students had feWer disciplinary problems and

>
~—

higher attendance thgn did matched peers who had not been enrolled in

the'progrém. '

Some studies have shown that behavioral interventions may be of.
. R " / Lo

greater value in producing desirable student outcomes than other
psychodynamic or educational progréms. In dne of tHe\more signifig§nt
findings of the Fo]low-Thrbugh Planned Variation Stqdy (Stallings,
1975);*bp1y the behavioral models were significantly different in a
discriminant analysis from othér programs usjng approaqhes baséd én
the writings oflfiaget, DeWey; or én open;classroom model. Students
in the behavioral programs alsc showedygreater §r0w£h on measures of
rgading and math aghievement than studgéts in other types of pfograms,
or ‘untreated control students.

Thus, variables drawn from the application of behavioral
' prihcipies and techniques seem',to be; important in describing the ]

w
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re]aﬁionship between teacher variables. and student outcomes.  As

Kazdin (1981) noted:

Perhaps another contribution correlated with the development i
of alternative (behavioral) classroom techniques - is

- recognition of the importance of teacher behavior in the
classroom. . Although the influence of the teacher obviously
has been recognized, concrete demonstrations of the dramatic
influence that teachers can exert on the basis of specific
behaviors they perform in .the class are relatively recent.
If behavior modification has helped to increase
accountability in education, this would constitute a
definite contribution. (pp. 40-41)

Process-Product Research

In a review of observationai E]assroom research, Rosenshine and
Furst (1973) concluded that few studies had demonstrated any reliable
Fe]ationshﬁps between teaching pnd learning. -They recommended a model
for improving educational research that contained three elements:

1. development of procedures for describing teaching in a
quantitative manner;

2. correlational studies in which the descriptive variables
are related to measures- of student growth; and <

3. exper%megta1 studies in whiéh the significant variables
obtained <in the correlational studies are tested in a more
cgntro]]ed situation. (p. 122)

Since then, a body of 1iteratdre has émerged, utilizing at least the
first two steps of this paradigm, that has come to be known as
process-product classroom reﬁearch. As the above model implies, such
research has attempted to deve]op.observationa1, quantitative measures
of teachiﬁg behaviors and then to correlate these with student
outcomes, such as performancg/on standardiied achievement tests.'

The model can perhapsf best be described by focusing on one

example: the Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study (Fisher, Berliner,

’-v‘.
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Filby, Marliave, Cahen, & Dishaw, 1980). Although originally designed
aé'a prbgram evaluation study,; the Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study
(BTES) soon shifted its focus to identifying and describing teaching
skills and fheik.}mbact on student outcomes. TInitjal fieldwork and
pilot studies Fésulted in the deyelopment of‘measurement ihstruments
and the identification éf imbortant variables through simple
correlation. ~ Finélly, these variables were investigated more
systematically in a two-year field study of 50 second and fifth qrade
classrooms.

Correlation and regression analyses, attempting to predjct
student achievement through combinations of variables, identified a
number of important relationships summarized by the investigators as
Academic Learning Time (Fisher et al., 1980). This model of classroom/
instruction included three aspects: (a) the amount of time allocated
for academic instruction during the school day, (b) the amount of time
the student is actively engaged fn academic learning, and (c) v -
level of success the student experiences on assigned academic tasks.
A1l .three variables correlated significantly with Student performance

‘on achievement tests (Borg, 1980).

Process-product research is not without its problems; Thus'far,
the investigations have been primarily correlational, providing no
‘evidence cohcerning the direction of\;ausation (Good & Grouws, 1977);
and, attempts to study the observed variables experimentally have.mét
with only modest success {Anderson, Evertson, & Brgphy,_1979). In
additiop, nrocess-product research thus far hgs relied arimarily on

standardized achievement tests for its dependent measures, and the

15



reliability, validity, and standardization of such measures is often

suspect (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1981).  The large majority of such

studies have examined only . teachers and students in regular

classrooms, and those that havé attempted to apply the findings to
special populations have not always been ab]e to replicate the results
(Thurlow, Graden, Greener, & Ysse]dyke, 1982) In fact, a large
proportion of the Qbéervationa] instruments used in process-product
research have failed to provide results generalizable over time and
classroom, even within regular classroom settings (Shavelson &
Dempsey-Atwood, 1976).' Finally, since cognitive entry variab]es'are
estimated to account for up to 60% of post-test achievement variance,
the correlations between'teachiné behaviors and student outcomes have
been relatively small, typically accounting for only 8% to 15% of the
variance (Borg, 1980). |

Nevertheless, such investigations have isolated a number of
teaching behéViors that consistehf]y correlate with improved. student
outcome (Bloom, 1980; Stevens & Rosenshine, 1981). Perhaps as
important as sbecific outcomes has been the shift 1in research
methodology. As Bloom (1980) noted: |

perhaps the most important methodological change 1is the

movement from what I have termed stable or static variables

to variables that ‘are alterable either before the teaching

and learning processes or as part of these processes....

This shift enables researchers tc move from an emphasis on

prediction and b1ass1flcat1on to a concern for causality and

the relations between means and ends in teachifg and
learning. (p. 382) \1

Thus, aithough process~-product research is a re]atfve]y recent

methodology, and its findings are as of yet tentative,/this body of
|
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research has”begun to identify variables that may prove important jn
1 . . . 1
assessing the effects of teacher behavior.

_”Imgprtant Variables in Classroom Madagement

Although four distinct research methodoloéies : HaQe been
identified, investigators using these methodologies have overlapped
considerably in their findings. For instance,valth0ugh teacher praise
as a reinforcer springs directly from the theory and practicev of
operant psychology, many process-product studies also hqve inc]uded‘it
as a variable (Brophy, 1981). Thus, no attempt will be made to
senarate the +1indings of observational ,ljterature by research
methodology; réther, findings will be grouped by construcfﬁ—

The individual vafiab1es can. be grouped into two types:
immediate variables and Tong-term variables. 'Immediate variables are
those that have been observed to have consistent effects on the
observed behavior of studenfs, in terms of fewer disruptive behaviors,
greater attentinn to task, and so on. Long-term variables are those
that have been correlated with student outcomes that are less directly g
observable, such asﬁgrades and scores on achievement tests. Although |
few studies'have'diregtly examined the effects of long-term variables
on student behavior, it seems possible that teaching behaviors provide
their long-term benefits by structuring the immediate Tlearning
environment. This incfeased'structure may well correlate with more

attentive and less disruptive behavior among students.

Tmmediate Variables

Positive attention fur appropriate_behavior. The notion that
/

appropriate classroom behavior could bé»jncreased, and inappropriate

17



13
behavior decreased, through the use of contingent teacher attention
was one of the first to be verified experimentally in the classroom.
Zimmerman and Zimmerman (1962) first reported findings suggesting fhat
the disruptive behavior of behaviorally disordered children could be
decreased by making the attention bf the experimenter contingent upon
appropriate behavior. Becker, Madsen, Arnold, and Thomas (1967)
demonstrated experimentally that teacher praise for "behaviors which
faciljtate learning" increased those behaviors, and decreased
disruﬁtive behavior of students in the regular classroom. These early
studies wused only small samples, however, and single case designs

!

. without reversal.

\\ The effect of teacher attention was shown more conclusively in a
gkqdy by Hall, Lund, and Jackson (1968) in which they examined pupil
study behavior. -Using a 'single-subject ABAB design (basefine
ohservation; treatment implemented; return to baseline; treatment
reinstituted), they found a 30%-40% increase in study behavior during
the pehiods when teachers systemgtically praised or otherwise provided
attention for such behavior. Decreases in disruptive behavior and
improved grade§ also were‘reported for the target students.‘ These
results were attributed to a shift in reinforcement contingencies:
during baseline, the ﬁajority of teacher attention was direqted toward

lrcriticizing non-study behavior, while during intervention, teacher
attention was contingent upoﬁ appropriate behavior and inappropriate
cfassroom behavior was ignored.

| These results have been replicated in a number of settings. In a

three-phase study of classroom managsment strategies, Madsen, Becker,

linc!
o




14
and Thomas (1968) systematically implemented rules, prafse, and
ignqring in %indergarten ahd second grade classrooms. They
demonstr?&ed that only the intervention of teacher praise for
appropriate .be?avior resultad 1in a decregse in the  rate of
inappropriate cTassroom behavior. A number of studies have snhown that
it is possible to train teachers to  increase their attention to .
desired behéyior, and thus improve classrcom behavior (Cooper,
Thomson, & Baer, 1970; Cossairt,.Hall, & Hopkins, 1973).

0'Leary ;and O'Leary. (1977) have outlined_ three iﬁportant
characteristics necessary %or teacher attention to Ffunction as é
reinforcer: it must be contingent upon behavior, it must sﬁégify the
desifed behavior, and it must be delivergd by the teacher in a ;ﬁncere
and credible manner. After reviewing the literature on cqntingent VSs.
non-contingent teacher approval, Sharpley and Sharpley. (1981)
concluded that contingent teacher approval was more impoftant than
non-contingént apbroval in shaping and maintaining desired classroom
behavior. Kazdin and Klock ~(1973) manipulated the sihcerity and
~credibility of praise, by increasing contingent ‘non-verbal teacher
attention. They demonstrated that praise, blus non-verbal attention,'
was significantly more effective in maintaining student attentiveness
than was verbal‘praise alone. \

Despite the long history of reéeafch on teacher atténtion, much
controversy still exists, especia]ly\(egarding-teachér praise. Good
and Grouws (1977) found that in 100‘th%rd and fourth gradé'classrooms;
Frequencx of teacher praise correlated negatively with both
achievement test results and classroom climate. In reviewing such

~
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results, Brophy (1981) suggested that praise does not, and often is
hot even intended to, always function as.a'reinforcer. He noted that,
‘rather than being applied contingently, teacher praise often is
determined by a student's personal qu§1ities and. the affective
résponses of the teacher. |

Research in this afea also is complicated by Tlow naturally
occurring rates of teacher épprova] in the regular classroom. In a
summary of 16 studies on natural rates of te&éher approval and
disapproval in the classroom, White (1975) found that although rates
of praisé may be relatively high in grades 1 and 2, after second grade
the rate dec]inesr approval of appropriate conduct was found to be
virtually non-existent by seventh grade, although disapproval rehains
relatively high; Studying the Fame teacher beha&;or in 10 seventh
grade classrooms, Thomas, PresT%nd, -Grant, and Glynn (1978) found
that, for thevmajority of teachers studied, disapproval statements‘
weré at least three times more frequent 'than approval statements.
Given the striking negative results demonstrated for such a pattern of
teacher behavior (Spear, 1970), its persistence in the c]assrbom is
somewhat puzzling. The predominance of disapproval has been explained
by thev'possibi11ty‘ that some teachers 'fee1 appropriate behavior
deserves little recognitibn (Thomas et 51;, 1978), or that, while in
the long run increasing disruption, disapproval statements do stop
misbehavior immediately, and are thus reihforcing to teachers (White,
1975).

1

Finally, research on teacher attention may be/comp]icated by the

interaction of teacher épprova]‘ratesﬁ behavior, and student ability
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level.  Heller .and Whita (1975) found that teachers emitted more
disapbrovaT statements in fheir lower aéademic ahility classes than in
their ﬁigher~ability'51asses, and that such Stafements were almost
exclusively dirécted toward behavior.  Such fhteractions. may make
contingent teacher attention diffiéult to teach: Harris and Kapiche
(1978) found failure to praise contingently one of the greatest
problems in training teachers to use behavior modification. Thus,
although effective when used specifically and contingently, teacher
attention seems to be a complicated variable, and it is clear that
further research 1is needed to delineate +the parameters of both

contingent and naturally occurriné teacher attention and .praise.

Back-up reinforcers. The use ‘'of token economies and other forms

of tangible reinforcers have been studied extenéively in their

relation to student behavior. Although laboratory studies

" demonstrated that token systems could be .effective in modifying

children's behavior (Stéﬁts, thﬁey, Minke, Wolf, & Brooks, 1964), it
was not until the late éixtiés that ‘the effects of token economies
were tested in classroéms. In a study involving seven disruptive
second graders in a.regular classroom of 21 children, 0'Leary, Becker,
Evans, and Saudergas (1969) introduced four interventions--rules,
structure, praise and ignoring, and a tokén system--ovér a period of
eight months--and found that only the token system reduced the
disruptive behavior of the experimental subjects. Since thén, token
economies have been used in a variety of settings, and haye been found
effective in decreasing disruptive behavior aﬁd shaping appropriate

behavior across a wide range of populations (Xazdin, 1977; O'Leary &
Drabman, 1971). | ' .

21
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Although the term token economy conjures up images of* edible
reinforcers, a variety of backup reinforcers have been’found to be
effective in managing. behavior. In an application of the Premack
principle that high probability behaviors may be used tb reinforce low
probability behaviors (Premack, 1965), a number of studies have used
free time as a reinforcer for academic responding (Couch & Clement,
1981; Osborne, 1969). Othérs have used bowling (Hansen, McLaughlin,
Hansaker, & Young, 1981), or video-games (Robinson, Newby, & Ganzell,
19815 as backup reinforcers within a token economy.

Although many such studies are based on the assumption that what

einforcing nan only be detenmined by individual preference, other

(dies have examined the effects of group contingencies. ;n a review
V\Qf the literature, Litow and Pumroy (1975) concluded Fhét .group
contingencies are effective, and that interdependent confingencies
(wherein the whole group must penform the contingent behavﬁor before
any individual is reinforced) are most effective. In snme cases,
group contingencies- may be more . effective than individual
contingencies. In a series of four studies with. small groups of
resource room or low-achieving students, Nevin, Johnson, and Johnson
(1982) found group contingencies to be superior to ‘%ndividual
contingencies inlincreasing.rate of ‘correct academic perfnrmance and

in decreasing negative social interactions, and’ concluded that group

. ‘ | ~ ,
contingencies may be preferable for children with learning or behgyior

\.
\‘

problems. ' , N
The success of a token economy may also be dependent on the

nature of the response chosen.  Ferritor, Buckholdt, Hamblin, andf
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Smith (1972) studied a token economy in two third grade classrooms and
* found that_ contingenéies fof attending to. task alone increased
éttending behavior and decreased disrﬁptive behavior, but had little
effect on measures of work completed. Reinforéement contingenéieé
based sole]ybon "cofﬁect woﬁk" increaséd accuracy of acadeﬁic work,
but had little effect on attending, and actuglly seened to cdrre]ate
with ihéﬁgasedidisruption. Only when the contingencies included both
accufacy of work and attention to task did both‘behaviors'respond.
VOtheré have fbund, however, that it is possible to reduce behavior
probfems' through’ reinfor;ement "of academic respondingl_(Allyon &
Roberts, 1974; Campbell-Goymer, & Rickard, 1981).

The effectiveness of backup reinforcement systems may also be age
dependent.  Forness (1973) postulated a deve]oﬁmenta] reinforcement
.hieréréhy, suggésting_ that token systems_‘aré' moSt_ effective for
-youhger chiIdren. The Follow-Through Planned Variation Study
(Sta]]ings, 1975)ipf0vidéd some empfricallsupport for thfs theory:
. use of,a'token.economy Qas re]ated to academic achfevement only at the
first grade level. | |

| Together with the 1iteratdfe .on positive teacher attention,
investigations of tokén and tangible rewérd systems provﬁde extensive
evidence of the effeétiveness of reinforcemeﬁt in the‘classroom. In a
' 'quantifative synthesis, Lysakowski and Walberg (1981) reviewed over
5,000 studies using réinforcement. They found that the generé] effect
of reinforcement dn classroom learning is "quefate1y large and faifly
Eobust,"'aqd that_sfudenté in special educétion,_in general, are mOre‘

influenced by reinforcehent ‘than other students. No difference in

o

2



1Ly
efficacy was found between tokens, tangible reinforcers, and social

attention.

Intervention for inappropriate behavior.  Much of the early
literature on classroom behavior management recommended that only
positive reinforcement be used to control classroom behavior, and that
disruptive behavior be extinguished by -ignoring (Madsen,' Becker, &
Thomas, 1968; Warren, 1971).  But while perhaps more acceptable
ideologically, the praise-ignore paradigm often fails to control
inappropriate c]assroom behavior (cf. Jones & Miller, 1974); although
theoretically based on extinction, misbehavior still may be maintained
by peer attention or other environmental contingencies beyond the
control of the teacher. Indeed, some have argued that some active
procedure to extinguish undesired or inappropriate behavior is
inevitable in the process of socialization. This is especially true
if such behavior has |

become well established and persistent through the child's

earlier experience... the distance (between such behavior

and desired alternatives) will often be so great as to make

it very unlikely that spontaneous changes in the child's

behavior would even approximate the requirements for the

elicitation of external rewards or other forms of positive
social reinforcement from others....[It] 1is the aversive
effects of punishment which make it possible to suppress the
child's initially predominant behavior to the point where
other behavioral a1tern§tives may occur with a frequency
that allows positive re@nforcement‘to exercise its effects
on the learning process./ (Aronfreed, 1968, p. 274)
/ .
~ Many studies have founy/a';ombination of praise plus some form of
direct intervention important in the control of classroom behavior.

In a pilot study of children with a history of behavior problems in

grades 4 through 6,,/Méttos,'.MattsQn, Walker, and Buckley (1969)



demonstrated that only positive consequences plus the use of a time-
out procedure rasultad in a decrease in disruptive behavior.
McAllister, Stackowiak, Baer, and Conderman (1969) found a combination
of praise and reprimands important in controlling the behavior of a
low-track high schoo1 English class. Kindall, Workman and Williams
(1980)_found the praise-reprimand combination sUperior to praising and
ignoring in increasing attention to task and decreasing inappropriate
behavior. |

1A number of interventions have been shown to successfully reduce
classroom” misbehavior. 0f  these, time out from positive
‘reinforcement, ranging in severity from contingent removal of material
or activity to seclusion time out (removal of the child to a.speciaf
area or seclusion room), has been studied and fopnd successful most
- often (cf. Powell & Powell, 1982). Other successful interventions
have included contingent after-school time (Swansﬁn,_1979), loss of
tokens or "response-cost" (Pace & Foreman, 1982), and the use of
reprimands delivered in a soft tone of voice (0'Leary, Kaufman, Kass,
& Drabman, 1970).

/

Still, the use of punishment-related interventions does not
receive unqualified accebtance. Objections have been raised against
the use of tiﬁe out on ethica1'grounds (Gast & Nelson, 1977; Powe]]A&
Powell, 1982), while others have quesfioned the efficacy of reprimahds
in the classroom. While the praise-rep%imand paradigm may be more
immediéte]y effective in maintaining classroom discipline, there is

eyidence that, since it is a more extreme intervention, it may not

generalize as well %o a normal setting as does a praise-ignore

)



combination (Kindall et al., 1980). In the Beginning Teacher

Evaluation Study (Fisher et al., 1980), more frequent reprimands for

",

inappropriate behavior correlated negatively with achievement test
results. Inappropriate use' of reprimands may - even accelerate
misbehavior. When Madsen, Becker, Thomas, Koser, and Plager (1968)
experimentally increased the frequency of teachers' '"sit down"
commands, the frequency of student standing at inappropriate times
actua]iy increased.

It is therefore important to delimit the effective
characterjstics of interventions for inappropriate classroom behavior.
Although 1little actual classroom research has focused on such
parameters (McDonough & Forehand, 1973), there exists a fairly large
and consistent body of experimental evidence from laboratory settings
using human :uojects. Important factors include timing of
consequences, 1sistency, cognitive correlates, nurturant Felétions,
and the inters _ of the punishment (MacMillan. Forness, & Trumball,
1973).

Several experiments investigating the timing of punishment were
conducted by Aronfreed (1968). Based on the work of Mowrer (1960),
Aronfreed predicted thét punishment at the initiation of transgression
would cause more anxiety' to accrue to that point, inhibiting
subsequent transgressions more effectively than would punishment
delivered late in the transgressidnvsequence. In a study using 40
school children as subjects, the timing of punishment was
systematically varied. Individuals in the "first group were

reprimanded verbally for choosing the more attractive of two toys as
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they began reaching for it, thle the dther three groups were punished.n
only after pickﬁng up the.toy or holding it for Some time. Iﬁ a test
““for "interhalization" when the' experimente?’ left the room for 10
ﬁfnute;, the ear]y.punished grdhp shbwed the Tongest latencies, with
. ‘ one-half of the children rever touching the forbidden toys. Latencies
}to transgression | were' directly pfopdrpiona] to immediacy of
conseduenées; witﬁ fhe latest punished group invariably playing with
““the ‘forbidden~ toy, typicéf]y wfthin a minute after the experimenter's
depértﬂre."These results haverproven very reiiab]e (Parke & Walters,
1967; Walters, Parke, & Cang, 1965;), and have been observed to a
certqinﬁexgéﬁt in c]assrdom ;ettings._ In a study compaffng effective
,gndliqeffective_c]assroom.ménagement styles amoéé teachers, Evertson
and Emﬁer (198?) reported;that mo}é successful managers of junior high
classroéms stoppéd;disruptiVe behavior more quickly and rarely allowed
off-task behﬁvior to continue for more than a few seconds.

.}he effectiveness of punishment also may be mediated by the
re]ationsh%p ofaghe child to the pdnishing agenﬁ, and the degree of .
cognifiQe structure present. Using the éame paradigm as Aron;"éed
uséd, Parke and Walters (1967).showgd-that, regardless of"puni;;ment.
.¢onditions,-chinren who haqueeh expésed to positive interaction with
the ~punishing ageﬁt prioer to | the éctha1 experimentL showed
"significantly greater resigtance to deviation" than those without
sdch priqg.cont;ct. Again with the same experimental’design, Cheyne .

. and Walters (1969) reported that hoys who had beenfgiven'a reason for

: the:prohibition:on attractive toys (i.2., "they will wear out faster")

Now

spent less time touching the forbidden toy than those for whom‘litt1e
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or no cecgnitive strycture was present. Anderson et al. (1979)
observed a - similar relationship in 17 first and. second arade
classrooms; when teacher criticism was specific, and accompanied by a
specification of desifed alternative behavior, it was posﬁtive1y
ré]ated to - achievement. Other 4invéstigétors have found genéra]
criticism negatively related to achievement (Stallings, 1975).

The consistency with which intervéntions are applied also may
play a crucial role in determining their effectiveness. Field studies
showing that one of the-most important differences between delinquent
and hgﬁ-déiinquent boyé is the inconsistency of punishment in the home
received by the former group’ (Gluek & Gluek, 1952) have been validated
ip the laboratory as well. Deur and Parke (1970) trained 120 first,
second, and third grade boys to punch an automated BoBo dol1 on three
different ‘acquisitionl scﬁedu1es. _Resy]ts indicated that boys
alternately rewarded 'and punished during acquisition -were mére
resistant -‘to extinction of.the punching response than either boys who
had been consistently rewarded, or boys. who had been partially

\\reinforced. A classroom analogue is not difficult to conceptualize:

4teachers who reprimand certain misbehaviors inconsistently hay find
those behavior; increasing, since such behaviors may receive
reinforcement from’peers_between reprimands.

Finally, the intensity of :punishment; has been shown to have

S /‘/

strong effects in experiments with human subjects. Investigating
. interactions.betweep intensity of punishment, timing, agent nurturance
‘and cognitive structure, Parke (1969) found that first and second

grade boys who were punished with a loud tone touched the forbidden

o L . 28
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toy less often and for shorter durations than those initially punished

with a less intense tone. 1In their experiments on consistency;—Deur

—
m—

and Parke (1970) found that, across treatment conditions, a bhzzer led
to faster extinction of the punching than did simple non-
reinforcement. In classroom settings, 30 minute time outs have proven
more effective than 5-minute time outs in suppressing disruption
(Burchard & Barrera, 1972), and 5-minute time outs more effective than
those of one-minute duration (Hobbs, Forehand, & Murray, 1978).
These findings may help explain the negative findings for
'"Féprimands in some studies, as wé]] as providing hobefu] alternatives.
In hany classrooms where the use of reprimands is high, students may
be habituating to a punishment that is initially too weak to have an
effect. In a comparison of teachers whosg c]assrooﬁ§ had Tow rates of
disruption with teachers whose <classrooms had high rates of
disruption, Jones and Miller (1974) described a cycle in the high
disruption classrooms wherein the teacher issued low level warnings or
ignored misbehavior until classroom disruption accelerated to such a
nigh level that classroom control could be reasserted only through
"yelling, criticism, or threats." The investigators were able to
successfully bring such misbehavior under control by traiping”thése_Ai
teachers to deliver short 1ow—intensjty reprimandé (suéh as."théf's
enough," of *not now") immediately aﬁfer the initiation of disruption,
accompanied ‘by addressing the student by his/her name or 'f;ucging
his/her arm. Tﬁis transformation provides an illustration of the use.
of jmmediate consequences, as well as an emphasis on the nurturant

relationship. The successful use .of reprimands delivered in a soft
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tone of voice (0'Leary et al., 1970)..or in close proximity to the
offending student (Van Houten, Nau, MacKenzie-Keating, Sameoto, &
Colavecchia, 1982) also may cause the relationship between the teacher
and sfudent to be emphasized, thus increasing intervention

effectiveness.

Classroom rules. The use of some form of rules in the classroom
may be a practice as old as teaching itself. Yet, it is only recently
that the function of classroom rules has beeﬁ systematically
investigated. The main function of classroom rules may be to provide
a discriminatfve stimulus to the éhild concerning appropriate and
inappropriate responding- in the classrbom: Beckér, Engelmann and
Thomas (1975) recommended that teachers always specify the desired
classroom behaviors in conjunéfion with any reinforcement program, énd
repeat rules as often as necessary. In the absence of such
discriminative stimuli, accidental contingencies may prevail, ensuring -
that a ré§bonse emitted more often will, simpiy Byjits frequency, be
reinforced at a higher rate (Harirg & Phillips, 19%2). ?ulqs also may
provide a cognitive structure that' cuts acrosés occufréhceé of

punishment, decreasing the necessity for every intervention to occur.

- immediately after transgression (Aronfreed, 1968).

Not all recent investigators agree that the use of rule§
specifying app?opriate behavior is valuable. In a review of thé
literature, Duke (1978) concluded that there was little reason to
believe that the presence or; absence of school rules bears any
relationship to learning outcomes. It is unclear, however, whether

Duke was referring-to general school rules, such as those governing

30
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style of dress or transifions between ciasses,'or to ciaséroom rules
delineating appropriate or inappropriate behavior during lesson time. -
In general, hoth experimental and classroom reseerch do seem to
support the use of some sort of cognitive structure concerning
classroom behavior. In-an experimental study utilizing the forbidden
toy-attractive toy paradigm, Parke (1969) found that immediacy of
consequences and degree of agent nurturance had significant effects on
effectiveness of punishment only in.interaction with the explanations
provided to subjects. Aronfreed (1968) reported that intensity of
punishment also may be mediated by cognitive structure. When subjects
in hi; experiments were provided with eieariy discriminable
aiternetives, more intense punishment led to greater suppression.
However, when .the cues for discriminating between the fordidden and
acceptabie toys were complex and difficu]t to master,.intensity of
‘punishment had no effecf on speed of learning, ahd more intense
punishment actually resulted in 1less supbression during a test for
generaiizatipn. ‘ ' S |
Classroom research, meanwhiie, has focused on the importance of
cognitive. structure in positive programs. Herman and Tramontana
(1971) found that token reinforcement in and of itself resulted in
little decrease in the rate of misbehavior for pre-school cdiidren
with initial high rates of misbehavior. /Instructions added to/
reinforcement resulted in an immediate and marked decrease in thg
frequency and variabi]ify of disruptive behavior.
~

In a study on effective management in junidr high classes,

Evertson and Emmer {1982) began to delineate some of the important
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characteristics of classroom rules. Sheer number of rules and-fime
devoted to explaining rules appeared to have little relationship to ST
overall effectiveness; what appeared to differentiate effective and
ineffective manégers was the clarity and enfofcement of the rules.

Rules in the classrooms where behavior ménagement was more effective
tended to define behavior more séecffica]]y, and were more thoroughly
explained by the teacher. Teachers who proved more effective in
managing classroom behavior also enforced their rules .more

consistently, and often cited the rules in stopping disruptive

T behavior.

Teacher awareness. Teacher awareness of student behavior as an

important- dimension of classroom . management was first studied by
Kounin (1970), in his cohcepts of "Withitness“ and "overlapping."
Withitness was defined as a "teacher's communication to the children
by her actual behavior... that she knows what fhe children are doing."
It consists of freedom from two types of mistakes: (a) "tafget
mistakes," in which the teacher 'desists' (reprimands) the wrong child
for a deviant act, or desists a 1é§s ‘serious deviancy, while
overlooking a more serious deviancy ocﬁurring simultaneously, and (b)
timing mistakes, in which the teacher waits too 1ong‘to desist the
behavior. ‘Over1apping.refefred to the ability of the teacher to focus
his or her attention on more than one thiqg géing on in the c]assroom
at the same time. For'exémpJe, a teacher reading with a student would
evidence overlapping if_ able to stop c]assrooﬁ' disruption without
interrupting the reader. Although Kounin‘found withitness to be ﬁbre

high]y correlated with "freedom from' deviancy," he believed
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overlapping to be imﬁortant as well, as a more aware teacher is more
able to pick the correct target child and desist the misbehavior in
time.

Although Kounin's reasoning seems sound enough, methodo]ogicé]
errOﬁs may have preventedArep1ication of his work. 'Irving and Marfin
(1982) obtained negative correlations between withitness and a
f]assrooh free of disruption. They‘point out that Kounin's original
formula for scoring withitness--total number of desists divided by the
number of mistake free desists--may result in teachers who show mdre
This study also failed to find any significant correlations between
overlapping and student behavior.

When the concept of teacher awareness is defined by more specific

teacher behaviors, correlations with student outcome improve. Borg

and Ascione (1982) trained teachers in a ‘number of classroom
management techniques and found significant differences in achievement

and student behavior between experimental ‘classrooms and control

classrooms (taught by untrained teachers). In accounting for the -

differences between the classrooms, they. }eported that experimental
teachers asked students about their progress on assigned work

significantly more often and alerted off-task students that they were

liable to be called on or have their work checked. In a comparisbn of

teachers who were effective and ineffective classroom managers, the
most highly significant difference between the two groups was on the
variable, "effectively monitors student progress and completion of

assignments" (Evertson & Emmer, 1982). Greater teacher awareness also

3 3 N - be

__evidepce _of _withitness . actually—receiving—lower—withitness “scores.
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may correlate positively with achievement: Stallings (1975) reported
that greater movement around the classroom by the teacher monitoring
work correlated pdsitive1y with all subscores of math achievement
tests for the,third_araders in the ‘Follow Through c]éssrooms. |

/

Long-Term Variables

In contrast to' immediate teacher variables, which have shown
evidence of a direct relationship with immediate and observable

student behaviors, those variables here classified as long term have

I shown_a_relationship.with_outcomes, such_as_academic_achievement, .that

may be no less important, but are less diréct]y measurable. In
addition, the relationships have = been investigated only
correlationally; that is, classrooms whose students scoredAhigher on
achievement tests also tended to be ;1a§srooms in which the teacher
evidenced thesg behaviors. Nevérthé]ess, it is possible that- such
variables infjuence 'échieJement- by providing a greater degrée .of
classroom structure. As it is not inconceivable that the long-term
benefits of/increaSed structure may be due to immediate effects on
studént ﬂghavior, a bfief revfew of 1literature concernﬁng these
variables fp]]ows.

Feedback and corrections. In :a review of process-product

f1ﬁd1ngs on effective teaching, Stevens and Rosenshine (1981) found
one of the most important character1st1cs of effect1ve 1nstruct1on to
be a demonstrat1on prompt practice parad1gm , That is, the teacher;
f1rst demonstrates a new skill, then prov1des feedback and correzt1ons"
as ‘the ‘student 1learns the skill, and finally gives the student the

opportunity to préctice the skill. The second step of the process,

i
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feedback and corrections, has received empirical support in the/
- /

greatest number of studies.

Comparing the classrooms of 30 second and third grade teachers

‘whose classes had consistently shown greater learning gains than

matched controls, measured by achievement over a three year period,
Brophy and Evertsan (1976) reported that‘ teachers who were most
successful in promoting greater learning gains provided more feedback
on an individual basis. These results have‘been repiicated in similar

studies at the first grade (Anderson et al., 1979) and fourth grade

- levels ~{Good & Grouws, '1977), but not at the seventh grade level

(Evertson et al., 1980).

The importance of feedback also has been verified in larger
studies. In the Beginning Teacher Evaiuation'Study (Fisher et al.,
1980), the percentage of instructional time during which the student
received feedback was positively reiated to student eﬁgagement rate
and to achievement. In the Follow Through Planned Variation Study,
Sta]]ings (1975) found significant correlations between all forme of
bacademic feedback and academic performance.

Most of these studies have focused on elementary school children.
Evidence exists to ‘support the findings of Evertson et al. (1980) that

the function of feedback méy differ across grade levels. While

| “Weinstein (1976) found that first grade teachers praised high and low

achieving students with equal frequency, Good et al. (1973) found

| that, in the seventh and eighth gredes, high achieving students were

more likaly to receive feedback about their responses than were low
acnievers. - Thus, although feedback and corrections have consistently

/
/

/
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proven important at the elementary school level, geheralizations to

older students may not be warranted.

Active aéademic responding. One of the more éignificant findings

of observational teacher effectiveness research hés-been that amount
of student 1learning is 'directly_ pfoportional to amount of time
actively -engaged in academit learning. The concept of academic
engaged time was most strongly supported by Fisher et al. (1980). In
the 50 c1assrooms observed; where the average, amount of time a1located
by teachers to reading ranged from 10 to 50 minutes per day, they
‘Found that the amount of time dTTocétéd”;tb"iﬁéfguét{bﬁi in}_a given
subject was "positively assocfated with,/studént léarning in that.
‘content area." The amount of allocated time that students actually
were engaged in learning also 'corre1aFed positively with learning
outcomes. | .

_Sta]]ings' (1975) found a numbér of important relationships
between ac;demic engagement and outcome for both first and third grade
students. The time spent per day 1n academ1cs, the number of gtudents
engaged» in math ap any ,g1ven ft1me, the total academic verbal
interactions, and evgn the length of the school day, were all
poéitivefy correlated with scoréé on achievement tests at théfend of
the year. These relationships were even stronger for those students
with low entering achieveme?t.‘ Stallings concluded, "Children who

performed well on tests of reading and math seemed to be in classrooms

where more time was spent in deve]bping academic skills" (p. 80).

Teacher-directed 1es§bn structure. Stevens and Rosenshine (1981)

feported that recent research has shown that teachers who have proven
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more successful in promoting learning gains have been those most in
control of the learning process:

they selected and directed the academic activities,
approached the. subject matter in a direct husinesslike way,
organized 1qarning around questions they posed, .and occupied
the center jof attention. In contrast, the less successful
teahers made the students the center of attention, organized
learning around the students' own questions, and joined or
participated in students' activities. (p. 2)

3

Fisher et af. (1980) rgported that structuring the lesson and
giving directions on task procedures were positively associated with
high student success. Stallings (1975) reported that when instruction
is purely éocia1, aééeﬁéééggﬁ increases; it decreaseslas conversations
become purely task oriénted. In a review of the Tliterature,
Rosenshine (1976) reported that no ﬁon—academic activity has been

shown to correlate positively with student achievement.

Transition and lesson pacing. Kounin (1970) was among the first

‘to study the importance of what he termed "smoothness" aﬁd "momentum."
Smoothness referred to how well the teacher handled transitions
betwgen subjects or activitfes, momentum referred to the pace of the
1es$on. From a correlational analysis he concluded that "techniques
of movement ﬁanagement are more significant 1in controlling deviancy
than are techniques of deviancy management as such" (p. 108).

'The usé of imprecise and obscure terms such as "dangles," -

"thrusts," .and "flip F]ops" for transitions ‘and "overdwe11ing" and

- :
"fragmentation" for lesson pacing, may have prevented rep]icatifﬁ of
. ; : 3

Kounin's original findings (Irving & Martin, 1982).  But the

i i
importance of lesson pacing and transitions has been affirmed by other

investigators. - Anderson. et al. (1979), in training ieachers to
!
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implement practices found effective 1in process-product research,

reported success in training teachers in decreasing time spent in

vtransition, and that these more efficient transitions bore a

significantly positive relation to student achievement results.

The importance of a brisk instructiona] pace also has received
some empirical support. Both Stallings (1975) and Anderson et al.
(1979) reported that the frequency of academic interactions per minute

related significantly to both reading and math achievement. Good,

. Grouws, --and.-- Beckerman - (1978). found that teachers whose students

consistently obtained highef"average scores on achievement tests
covered an average of 90 pages in the math curriculum over 'a three-
month period, while less effecfive teachers covered én average of only
56 pages in the same period.

Other variables. While certain teacher behaviors have evidenced

a positive relationship to student outcome, other variables have shown
less consistent relations with achievement and behavior. Some of the
varfab]es thought to be important in predicting student outcomes
actua]ly have correlated negatively with such outcomes. |

Stevens and Rosenshine (1981) indicated that conflicting data are |

found for choral or group responding. The Oregon Direct Instruction

Follow Through program, found to be the most successful of the Follow

" Through Programs, relied heavily on group responses during reading

practice XBeckeE, 1978). . Yet others (Anderson et ‘al., 1979) have
found  a negative relationship between choral responding ~and
achievement.

A number of investigators have studied the type or pattern of

teacher questions. Although higher cognitive level or open-ended
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questions have been emphasized as important in developing cognitive
skills, Stallings (1975) found such questions negatively related to
achievement, while Winne (1979) found that no consistent relation has
been demonstrated. Other researchers have suggested that a certain
pattern of questioning is most effective in group %nst;uction,,but as
of yet, 1i£t1e research has been dohe in this area and such findings
as do exist should be considered tentative (Stevens & Rosenshine,
1981). |

As Bloom (1980) noted, neither téacher personality nor classroom

<

characteristics han. demonstrated a consistent l;e1ationship- with
student outcomes. A]though viewed as among the most important teacher
characteristics by investigators usihg an interaction aﬁa]ysis
paradigm, teacher warmth has failed to show‘ any relationship to
student achievement or behavior, despite a large pody of correlational
data (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974). Similarly, Weinstein (1979) reported
that physical environment variables, such as 1ayout of the.c1assroom,
have demonstrated at best weak correlations With student outcome

measures.

Observational Methodology

In dbserving teacher behaviéﬁ'in the classroom, many different
instruments have been adopted by researchers. Measures have ranged in
precision from frequency counfs of a specific teachef'command (Madsen,
Becker, Thomas, Koser, & Plager, 1968) to coding systems or rating
scafes defining classes or categories of behavior (Fishe} et al.,
1980; Flanders, 1970), tb purely narrative descriptions of teacher
behavior Tater coded into categories (Evertsoh'&'Emmer, 1982)( Little

7
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‘consensus exists between different research 'approaches, or perhaps
even within approaches, as to the single best method of observation.
This lack of consensus extends to issues of technical adequacy as
well. Observer bias, knowledge of expected results, and "the
reactivity of the observation process all threaten observational
accuracy (Lipinski & Nelson, 1974), but there exist; little agreement
~as to what constitutes an acceptable test of reliability for 39)
obse;vational device. Advocates of behavioral coding systems tend{to
reiy heavily on measufes of inter-rater- agreement to provfde an
initial estimate of observer reliability (Kazdin, 1978),'while those
who use rating systems may ignore observer agreement aJtogether,
focusing inétead on a posterijori statistical tests to detérmine the
extent. of measurement error (Saal, Downey, & Lahey, 1980).

Such differences only serve to underscore more important

methodological disagreements that ultimately might be  traced back to
: {

-,

theoretical ‘foqndatiohs. Among process-product reseérchers, high
inference measures such as rating scales or nérrative description
often are favored over more molecular codiné systems (Brophy. &
Evertson, 1976). It is argued that high inference iné;ruments prove
more generalizable across time and proVide a more accurate picture of
the variety and complexity of behavior than do low inference systems,
_such’as behavior frequency counts (Rosenshiné & Furst, 19%3; ShavéiSon
& Demﬁsey-Atwood, 1976). o . /}
Yet, increased stability may be bought at the price of prg;isidaﬁ
The broader the category being observed, the-more complex the Jjudgment
required, and‘the level of reliability of observational assessment
\ ;

‘1

| . 10
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devices varies inversely with the complexity of the coding system
(Haynes, 1978)..,Narrative recordings, while in prinzﬁp4%?providing a

S

~more detaiied account of the "stream of behavior," also may” decrease

—

re1iabj1ity, sinfe'the obServer in such a system is. forced to devote
more of .his/her attention to- writing, and less to observatien
_ (Lipinski & Ne?soﬁ, 1974). Thus, tﬁe appgfent“increased stability of
high.inference'coding systems may be artificially inflated by their
generality: two obsefvers might be in close agreement in recalling
that the teacher was. wearing a suit, byt reljaﬁilﬁty would douptless
drop if they were then asked to precisel} describe_?he su}t.

i'Perhaps because théJ technology 1is so néw,"iittle empirical
evidence exiéts to Sett]e such disputes. Emmer, Evertson, and Brophy
(1979) have demodgzﬁﬁted that Wevels of student achievement produced
“in . different classrooms are remarkably stabie over time, and have
claime%fthis as éupport for the stabiljty of teécher behavior. Yet,
the .two are not the same: a variety of teachef behéviors may produce
the same outcome. More behaviorally orievted theorists have argued
that all behavior is, in-fact, situation-specific (Mischel, 1968),
implying that instabj)ity cver time may be as much a -function o%
:Eéhéyion/as“dfmﬁé;;hrement. Ultimétely the selection of observational
strategy may be,basednon(phi1osophy: those with a more cognftive,
inner-directed view Jofi fearning may tend to cho;se more molar

instruments, while. those who stress the importance “of behavior- may

" select more precise and less infefential measures {cf. Lacey, 1980).

M
-
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Conclusion ‘
Iﬁ his analysis of current educational research trends, Bloom
(1980) conc luded:

i

If we are conv1nced that a good education is necessary
for all who live in modern society, then we must search
for the alterable variables that can make a difference
in the learning of children and adults in or out of the
school. Such alterable variables will do much to
explain the 1earn1ng process, and they will do even more
to directly improve the teaching and learning processes
in the schools (p. 385). : \
, ) \
While Bloom's optimistic predictions may eventually prove accurate,
; DA N

- . there'are at present methodological and practical problems still to be
faced in the observational study of teaching.

- Little agreement exists concerning what constitutes an
appropriaté measuring device for observational research. Advocates of
h{gh inference measures, such as narrative records or rating scales,
argue that these prdvide more stable and generalizable estimates of
teacher and student behavior. Those who support the use of moré‘
molecular coding systems contend that such apparent stability may only
be an artifact of imprecise measurgment. . \\“,

In addition, with the exception of reinforcement and punishment,
few of the variables identified as important in classroom management
have been studied in settings devoted to special populations. It
seems likely‘that'special education settings would demand a -somewhat
different set of strategies for classroom management than would a
reqular class situation. Unless we assume that students referred to

special settings are the product of poor teaching, it is evident that,

perhaps for the majority of special education students, techniques
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that ordinarily are effective have failed to achieve the desired:
results. One would expect, then, that a different set of conditions
may bé’?équifédvtaﬂpromote optimal student learning in the resource
room.

Indéed, the different goals and conditions prevailing in special
c]aésrooms may make“process-product research more difficult in such
settings. The large, relatively homogeneous regular classroom tends
to favor strategies that emphasize efficiency; that is, provide
effective instruction to the greatest number of children. In 4a
special setting, where class sizes are small and students with more
intense learning or behavior disorders may require a unique approach,
effective instruction may need to be studied on an individual basis.
In fact, given our current sfate of knowledge in special education, we
do not know what will work with any given student (Deno & Mirkin,
1977). Thus, each program fof each individual student must be viewedl

as an "ggucationa1 experiment": new techhiques must be tried and
monitored until success is achieved.

It is Tlikely that many of the teaching behaviors censistently
identified as important in classroom management coexist simultaneously
in the lessons of successful teachers. But because of the differentu
theoretical and methodological backgfounds of the researchers
‘investigating these concepts, rarely are more than a few of these
variables studied simultaneously. Further, although some have
as§erted that teaching behaviors that structure the overall 1earning

environment are more important than direct behavior management in

S
<o
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maintaining classroom discipline (Kounin, '1970), few studies have
/
directly compared the effects”ofwtheﬂtWQ}typgs_gfugéécher behavior.

VA
Further studies of this nature, using more/molecular categories

"of teacher behavior, could be valuable in determinihg which teacher

behaviors are most important in predictﬁng behavior in special
c]assrboms. In muchl current classroom research, constructs are
defined on the basis/bf logical similarity. Multivariate analyses,
such as factor ané]ysis, of a large number 6f specif@c teacher
behaviors cou]dlﬁdentify behaviors that cluster empirica]]j. Until
such time as ;hése analyses are performed, logical groupings may 6n1y
lead to further confusion, as different investigators tend to include
different behaviors ih broad categories such as "Feedback."
Correlational studies, however, are limited in their usefulness.
Although partialling out variance through such techniques as stepwise
regression can result in clearer distinctions between effective
variables and those that acquire their predictive poWer only in
correlation with effective variables, there is no guarantee that even
variables found effective are not themselves mediateq by other as yet
unexplored variables. Experimental studies training teachers in the
use of one or two of the-varijables, then measuring effects on teaching
behavior in general, would be more useful. Given the wide differences
between programs for behavior or learning disordered children, and the -
smaller populations in special classrooms, single-subject reséarch
methodologies may prove especially valuable in the initial

identification of effective management strategies in such settings.

44
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| At the same time, the techni;a] characteristics of the
observational methodologies themselves should be- investigated. In
addition to providing tests for both observer agreement and internal
consistency, such studies should begin to explore thé validity of the
various instruments. Observing classrodm situations with both high
and Tow inference coding ?ystems simu]taﬁeous]y would provide a more
direct comparison of the two method$, and:might help determine whether
instability of teacher béhévior over time is a measuremeﬁt artifact or
a function of the behavior itself. Experimental manipulation of
teacher behavior in such a study might be used to assess whether high
inference, or low inference devices are more sensitive to change in
behavior. ‘

The new observational research methodologies in classroom
reseatgh do offer é hopeful sign. Static variab}es, such as the label
"emotional distufbaéég;“ encouraged classification and removal from
the mqipstream of ,thg\\Child so labeled (Bloom, 1980), and implied
genetic; or at least aéeaipgpged environmentally based disorder. The
new emphasis on teachfng behaviqrs implies that student behavior can
be effectiveiy managed or directed in the current environment, thus
encouraging remediation. Such a shift in perspective can only be of

benefit to children in both regular and special education.
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